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Lend Lease Harvest: Pensive and solemn-eyed attention has been given to a scene at the State De- 
partment on September 11, when Undersecretary Smith called in Soviet Ambassador Zarubin and gave 


him a note. The U.S., in the note, demanded the return of 670 vessels supplied to Russia during World 
War II. 


Now, the 670 vessels are only part of an overall Lend-Lease settlement that the U.S. has been try- 
ing to conclude with Moscow for some years. The estimate of the value of all U.S. Lend-Lease aid to 
Russia is about $10 billion. But the U.S. has been offering to settle for only a fraction of this total. 
Moscow has been haggling and the total seems to be in the neighborhood of $800 million. 


But the 670 vessels are an exception. For these, the U.S. demands not money, but return of the 
craft to the U.S. The Soviet Government has made some tentative offers to purchase some of these ships. 
But the U.S. Government remains firm in its refusal to sell, and in its demand for return of the ships. 


Why? 


From the Navy Department come reports that Admiral Radford for some time (even before his ele- 
vation to the position of chief of the Joint Chiefs of Staff) has been prodding the State Department to 
try to get these ships back. Among the 670 there are said to be a number of tankers. It may be that 
the U.S. needs tankers, but it is hard to say why. It may be nearer the truth to say that the U.S. wants 
to deprive Russia of these tankers. 


There is said to be intelligence evidence that these Lend-Lease tankers are busy conveying petroleum 
and lubricants from the Black Sea area (principal source of oil for Soviet Russia) to the Petsamo, Mur- 
mansk, Archangel area in northernmost Russia. For in that area, the Soviet reportedly have their land- 
ing fields, hangars and installations to service the “great-circle” bombing fleet — the craft which are de- 
signed to attack the territorial United States with atom bombs. The Black Sea petroleum and lubricants 
can only be transported economically to the northern destination in tankers. 


That’s the reason why stiff notes are being dispatched to Moscow and why solemn strategy 
planners contemplate with grave eyes one possible grim harvest’ from.Lend-Lease that was originally 
never anticipated. FOO oO KVR 

see 
Talk of the Town: It is hard to believe, but there are, some "ispally mowing folk in the Capital 
who insist that the man who will fill the Ohio seat left vacant by the death of Senator Taft will be — 
Mr. Robert A. Taft, Jr., son of the late Senator. Robert, Jmisa practising lawyer in Cincinnati and 
the only one of the four sons to whom is attributed an inclination to mount the political hustings. But 
how Governor Lausche of Ohio, a Democrat, will be persuaded to appoint young Taft to fill out the un- 
expired term is not explained. Lausche openly expressed admiration for the elder Taft during the 1950 
campaign and his influence in that election did the Democratic candidate opposing Taft no good. But, 
as for appointing a Republican to the Senate seat — after all, Lausche is a Democrat. 


@ On September 19, Secretary of Agriculture Benson will make a speech in Eau Claire, Wiscon- 
sin. There is much speculation in Washington that Benson will reverse his previous stand of “the 
fewer farm supports and subsidies, the better”, and come out for liberal subsidies for the farmers. 
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There is no secret among Republican politicos that Benson has become a whipping boy amongst many 
groups of farmers; and it is not forgotten that an election is coming around next year. 


@ One topic along diplomatic row concerns the perfidy of Marshal Tito, who has been drawing 
on the U.S. Treasury, but is mighty surly when the U.S. wants a favor in return. His stirring up of 
the Trieste cauldron today is noted as a straw in the wind, following his recent gestures of friendliness 
for the Malenkov regime in the Soviet Union. Recently a Soviet MIG fell in Yugoslav territory and 
Tito’s troops took custody of the craft. It was scarcely damaged, and U.S. military men — hearing of 
the matter — asked permission of the Yugoslav Government to let them inspect it. Tito’s regime flatly 
refused. 


@ The big horse laugh greets Truman’s forensics against the Eisenhower Administration for Wil- 
son’s cuts in the Air Force. Many fear that the Defense Department will reduce the air force from 143 
groups to 120 groups. But Truman — it is now recalled with sarcastic amusement — froze funds voted 
by Congress for the creation of a 70 group air force. 


Inside the Durkin Resignation: Most published accounts of the Labor Secretary’s departure are all 
right as far as they go, but don’t go far enough. They explain why Durkin was discontented with Ike’s 
refusal to go through with the agreement to revise the Taft-Hartley law. But they fail to explain why 
Durkin let a month go by before finally announcing his exit from the Cabinet. 


The fact is that Durkin probably found it convenient to take his leave of Government for good, 
personal reasons. Indeed, there was on foot a movement among Republicans to try to propel him 
rudely out of his post and it took about a month — following the exposure of the plan to revise Taft- 
Hartley — to get it under way. It is possible that Durkin had no kidney to face an all-out fight in 
the open. 


For one thing, Durkin had been blocking the naming of a new member of the NLRB, who as 
a conservative would have created a conservative majority on that crucial body, with wide effects on the 
handling of labor disputes. 


-For another, one GOP Senator (angry over Durkin’s attempt to get the White House to amend the 
Taft-Hartley law) wanted to put Durkin on the griddle for his connection with the plumber’s union. 
The legislator argued that Durkin should have severed all connection with the union, just as Defense 
Secretary Charles Wilson had to sever all links with General Motors by selling all of his GM stock 
holdings. Durkin apparently wanted to remain not only a member but also an active participant in the 
union while holding a Cabinet post. Thus, the parallel with the Wilson situation. What is sauce for 
the goose is sauce for the gander. 


Politics and Business: Most of the offices on Capitol Hill these days during the Congressional re- 
cess are pretty dull. But every now and then members come to town to transact some business or other, 
to attend a committee meeting, and to “see what’s going on”. Under the latter category is the topic of 
“politics”, but this time there is a difference. For now members display more interest in business 
than in politics. They are tremendously impressed by the stock market drop and, while making gen- 
eral observations that business is good in their constituencies, they keep talking about evidences of a 
slump. 


Thus, one member from an agricultural state picturesquely described how the farmers there were 
seeking every way to get Government subsidies in their distress over low prices. Another member from 
the Chicago metropolitan area talked of how one large auto factory suddenly closed down last week, 
throwing thousands out of work. These members were interested to hear that the comparatively small 
cuts in Government personnel in Washington had brought about a business situation worrisome to local 
interests. And the visitors speculated on how far and how long this would go on. 
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UN and US: Feeling is mounting in various parts of the United States against the United Nations 
organization. In California, Texas, Ohio and other states local authorities have variously shown their 
coolness towards propaganda outfits boosting the international organization. Now, Governor J. Bracken 
Lee of Utah has refused to call on Utah residents to observe United Nations Day this year. He said he 
had “lost confidence” in the world body. It was Governor Lee who at the recent governors’ conference 
in Seattle offered resolutions to (1) study whether the UN Charter violates the U.S. Constitution and 
(2) to require UN members to furnish troops in proportion to their population. 


Purge of Diplomats: It is no secret in Washington that there is much concern about how well the 
U.S. will handle the Korean peace talks which commence before long. In this sophisticated diplomatic 
center, it is recognized that the technical advisers from the State Department can make or break our 





Who Do You Know: Or, should it be whom? Anyhow, you know at least 
one person who ought to be reading HUMAN EVENTS. Send us his name 
and address, so that we may contact him. A hundred names would be 
better. (We promise not to mention your name in writing prospects.) 











position in these talks. In view of the fact (as often related in HUMAN EVENTS) that the GOP ad- 
ministration has effected very little change in the State Department, concern now increases. 


This was brought to a focus in the past week by an “open letter” urging the purge of the pro-Com- 
munists in the State Department who helped bring about the downfall of Chiang Kai-shek’s regime in 
China. The letter came from the American China Policy Association (of which Alfred Kohlberg is a 
leader), which also asked that any foreign service officers fired or exiled for anti-Communism be brought 
back into the Government. The letter was addressed to Walter S. Robertson, Assistant Secretary of State 
for Far Eastern Affairs, who has won much praise for his recent negotiations with Syngman Rhee for the 
cease fire. Robertson, formerly with the State Department during the war, left the service himself after 
the war, then was brought back into the State Department last winter by the new Administration. 


The China Policy Association then produced a hitherto unpublished memorandum written by Robert- 
son in October, 1949. In this memo Robertson, after attacking the Democratic Administration policy 
which helped bring Nationalist China to ruin, referred to constant “reports from certain foreign service 
officers in the field denouncing the Kuomingtang, praising the Communists. . . . All during this time 
certain foreign service officers were reporting the China Government to be corrupt, ineffectual and totali- 
tarian with one such officer later going so far as to proclaim the Communist revolution ‘moderate and 


democratic’.” 


The China Policy Association in its letter asked “whether the foreign service officers to whom you 
refer, and all those who supported their attitudes and proposals have been cleaned out of your Depart- 
ment. We fear that if any remain, their advice may tend to weaken the hand of Ambassador Lodge, who 
must rely on them for detailed Far Eastern information and analyses.” 


“Meantime”, the letter goes on, “we understand that the anti-Communists who were forced out of 
the Department in 1944 and 1945 by Dean Acheson and Alger Hiss (as per sworn testimony of former 
Assistant Secretary Adolf Berle) or were sent to Kenya, Singapore and other far places, are still out. 
We urge that they be brought back to Washington to take over control from all those whose judgment 
or loyalty is questioned.” 





And More Taxes: References in the press to a possible national sales tax have the earmarks of 
“feelers” inspired by the Administration. The bureaucracy is contemplating with trepidation a drop 
in Federal revenues, resulting from the December termination of both the Excess Profits Tax and the last 





Truman boost in individual income taxes. The Administration is probably afraid to ask for another 
extension of EPT, in view of the fight against the last extension put up by Congress; and as for continu- 
ing the special levy on individual incomes that terminates this year, that is politically inadvisable. 


But what of an increase in the debt limit? The Administration’s hopes in that direction were 
effectively snuffed out in the last days of the last session of Congress and it probably does not relish a 
renewal of that experience. Since the thought of further cuts in their budgets is most abhorrent to the 
bureaucrats, they are cudgelling their brains for new sources of revenue, and the sales-tax idea is being 
aired in that portion of the press favorable to the bureaucracy. 


The sales tax, levied at the retail level, has one merit: it can be avoided. The consumer pays no 
tax on what he does not buy. When the price is high, whether due to taxes or other costs, he simply 
goes without. This is one argument used against a sales tax; it tends to discourage trade and might 
seriously affect business. But, from the standpoint of the consumer, not the government, it is the least 
obnoxious of taxes, in that he can oppose it personally at the sales counter. 


The hint is being thrown out that a national sales tax would be a “replacement” for the taxes being 
dropped. This may be so at the present time; but what assurance would we have that after a sales tax 
is introduced, the government would not discover an “emergency” calling for the reintroduction of the 
discontinued taxes, in addition to the sales tax? No government has ever traded one power in favor of 
another — not permanently; whatever power it relinquishes in such a transaction is soon re-acquired. 
Thus, when the income tax was being advocated in the early part of the century, and before 1900, 
the excuse given was the need of revenue to replace what would be lost in a proposed reduction of 
tarifis. That was Cleveland’s argument in 1892, and it was continued right up to the time the Six- 
teenth Amendment was enacted. But, as soon as this Amendment was incorporated into the Constitution, 
tariffs started reaching for the sky. 


Freedom is in better case where taxes are low. The impending slight reduction in income taxes 
should not be replaced with a sales tax. The government should be forced to solve its fiscal problem by 
further reductions in spending. 


Between Covers: Communist Propaganda in Churches and Schools, a pamphlet prepared and re- 
leased by the American Council of Christian Churches in California (42 N. Raymond Avenue, Pasadena 
1, California). A documented pamphlet designed to support of the House Committee’s investigation of 
clergymen suspected of Communist connections or pro-Communist sympathies. Price 15 cents per copy. 


As I See It — The Sellout in Korea, a pamphlet comprising three broadcasts by Frank Kirkpatrick, 
one of the best independent news commentators. Address: Frank Kirkpatrick, c/o WGN, Chicago 11, 
Illinois, or 2501 S. 43rd Street, Milwaukee 15, Wisconsin. 


Rally: The Congress of Freedom, started by Arnold Kruckman of Washington, D. C., will meet in 
Omaha (the Hotel Paxton) on October 1, 2 and 3. Mr. Kruckman announces that General Archibald 
Roosevelt (son of President Theodore Roosevelt) will act as Chairman and that among the prominent 
figures attending will be Congressman Ralph Gwinn, Dr. E. Merrill Root of Earlham College, former Con- 
gressman John T. Wood of Idaho, Corinne Griffith and Mr. Frank Holman, leader of the fight to pass the 
Bricker Amendment. The objective of the gathering is described as to “spearhead the drive back to Con- 
stitutional Government”. Mr. Kruckman is head of Operation America, Inc., 1120 Vermont Avenue, 
N.W., Washington, D. C. 
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ARE THE “LIBERALS” LIBERAL? 
By E. MERRILL Roor 


O” CULTURE and our world are today fractured and fissured by a battle for the con- 
trol of the mind of man. 

What is that battle? From the lurid extreme of Communism, militant and ruthless, 
through the suaver cryptic collectivism of the ADA, and on into the gentlest confused 
“liberal” idolaters of the State, we have one side. From the sledgehammer blows of 
Senator McCarthy, through the cool sanity of the late Senator Taft, on into the bewildered 
flounderings of a public hardly aware yet of what is being done to it yet instinctively 
angry at its increasing manipulation by One Big Government, we have the other. The 
fundamental conflict, underlying all subtle nuances of difference on either side, is simply 
this: It is a battle for the mind of man, waged by those who believe in the domination of 
the people by the State, and those who believe in the control of the State by the people. 

The issue is illuminated by one of the most remarkable documents of the times. 
Joseph S. Clark, Jr., mayor of the city of Philadelphia, writing in the Atlantic Monthly 
for July, 1953 (‘Can the Liberals Rally?”), gives us the clearest, bravest statement yet 
penned as to what the “liberals” mean. We radical conservatives owe him a debt of 
thanks and a wreath of respect: he says in his own clear firm words what we have tried 
to say more fumblingly. He strips away the masquerade of tuxedo and starched white 
shirt, and shows the naked giant of collectivism as he is — muscles bulging, brass knuckles 
on his hands. In doing this, Mayor Clark contradicts his fellow “liberals” who claim 
that American colleges are so dominated by reaction that they are full of “mutes and 
neuters”. He admits and even affirms all that I have ever charged about the collectivist 
conditioning of students in American colleges. 

My only criticism of Mayor Clark’s candor is that he does not use the final words 
which would let the “liberal” cat out of the hush-hush bag. He does not quite utter the 
ultimate truth: “We liberals are Fabian socialists!’’, Yet he does clearly suggest that 
Fabius is now in the saddle, prepared to ride mankind (and President Eisenhower) with 
whip and spur. 

What does Mayor Clark say? ‘To lay the ghost at the outset and to dismiss seman- 


tics, a liberal is here defined as one who believes in utilizing the full force of government 
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for the advancement of social, political and economic justice at the municipal, state, 
national and international levels. This concept is an extension of Webster’s dictionary 
definition of a liberal as ‘A member of a party claiming to advocate progress or reform; 
not conservative.’ A liberal believes that government is the proper tool to use in the 
development of a society which attempts to carry Christian principles of conduct into 
practical effect.” 

Again he says: “There is a vast potential reservoir of political leadership coming 
from the schools and universities. .. . Moreover it is a potential leadership psychological- 
ly prepared to enlist under the liberal banner. Big business has not yet taken over Ameri- 
can education. Adlai Stevenson has more supporters among the schoolteachers and 
coliege professors than Tom Dewey. . . . It is significant that what used to be called 
‘history’ is now ‘social studies’. Spiritually and economically youth is conditioned to re- 
spond to a liberal program of orderly policing of our society by government (italics mine), 
subject to the popular will.” (Hitler’s and Stalin’s ‘“‘policing” was ‘“‘orderly’’, and they 
claimed always the mandate of the “popular will’’.) Thus, thanks to Mayor Clark’s 


brave realism, the “liberal” creed is made as flat and final as the showdown in poker. 


WwW ACCORDING TO this outstanding “‘liberal’’, must characterize the ‘“‘liberal’’? 

The “liberal”? must desert the American Revolution, which was fought in order 
to give ever richer opportunity to all; he must follow, rather, the reactionary paternal- 
ism of a Bismarck, who sought a coercive State dedicated to an at best meager security 
for all. The “‘liberal’’ (we are told) sees only one way of securing “social justice”, 
“progress and reform’ and “security” — through the “orderly policing” by government, 
on all levels from Washington to the courthouse in Gopher Prairie. We are to make 
government our indubitable master in order to be assured of the dubious “security” of 
slaves. We are to render our souls to Caesar, so that Caesar may assure us of bread and 
circuses. 

According to Mayor Clark, this — and this alone — is “liberal”. All who think 
that the ends here projected are meager, or that the means here upheld are dangerous, 
are not “liberal’’. That is what he says, and I believe that he means exactly what he says. 

Incidentally, he claims as fellow “liberals” Jefferson, Theodore Roosevelt and Lin- 
coln; he lumps them — they are not here to protest, God rest their souls! — with Franklin 
Roosevelt and Harry Truman. On the other hand, he denies that the late Senator Taft 
was a “liberal”? — or even a liberal. 

Thus the issue is clearly drawn by Mayor Clark’s refreshing candor, and the conflict 
is firmly stated. Let us see the fallacy of what he says and the danger of what he desires. 

















First, it is simply false that only “liberals” advocate progress or desire reform, Rad- 
ical conservatives (who represent the timeless spirit of America) are dedicated to “‘prog- 
ress and reform”. The great radical conservatives of America include Thoreau and 
Emerson and Whitman. Thoreau renounced the State and carried individualism to its 
bravest extreme. Emerson based his philosophy on “self reliance’. Whitman renounced 
“institutions” to bind America together by ‘‘the dear love of comrades”. And the basic 
idea of America — the motivation of its free enterprise system — is this: that the 
dynamics of individual men (the engine) should be set free, except temporarily on 
dangerous curves, from the statics of the State (the brake on the wheels). 

The themesong of the most extreme and characteristic collectivists proves that 
their society is not dynamic but static: “‘ “Tis the fimal conflict’. No radical conserva- 
tive envisages a society (this side Judgment Day!) where a “‘final conflict” is possible — 
or desirable. To him life is an endless drama of risk and adventure — a dynamic growth 
toward infinite aspiration which we forever approach but which we can never exhaust. 
Goethe is the great modern conservative (as well as one of the most truly liberal minds 
of all time); and such is his philosophy in Faust. It is the collectivist who says to the 
State: ‘‘Stay, thou art so fair!”; it is the radical conservative who forever sees, beyond 
the shabby years, the alabaster cities gleam. 

It is also false that, to be liberal, we must see government as the sole agent of ad- 
vance. Has not the initiative and genius of one man — George Washington Carver — 
done at least as much for the ‘“‘progress and reform’’ of the South as the government’s 
ballyhooed TVA? Do we disbelieve in ‘“‘progress and reform’ simply because we trust 


the spontaneous energies of free men, and distrust Washington? 


TT? CRUX OF THE peril of Statism is still deeper and still worse. A recent news item 

reveals what happens when the State is once made into the image of Divus Caesar. 
The sister of Pandit Nehru recently went to China. She surely cannot be charged with 
lingering prejudice for capitalism, or with virulent prejudice against collectivism. Yet 
her sober report is that, in the construction of a single dam, 2,000,000 Chinese men were 
driven, like the Egyptians to the building of the pyramids, without choice and without 
pay. The “‘liberal’’ may discount this as the price the Chinese must pay for accepting 
the Communist version of collectivism. But once the State is made an idol, and is praised 
for its ‘orderly policing’, how can we know that such power will not corrupt, and that 
such absolute power will not corrupt absolutely? 

We radical conservatives predict this sequence: The “liberal” State will see a goal 
demanded by “‘social justice”. It will then decide that this goal must be accomplished, 






in order to “abolish poverty’’, to ensure “‘progress and reform”, and to establish “‘secu- 
rity”. It will, therefore, invoke “orderly policing” and so — of course “beneficently” — 
coerce the people. It will pay for this out of increased taxes, levied most upon those who 
will least benefit from the dam. But when the money finally gives out, it will — still, 
of course, “‘beneficently’”’ — resort to further ‘“‘orderly policing”. That is why we radical 
conservatives, agreeing with the Founding Fathers, prefer to protect the people by limiting 
State power. 

In so doing, we, and not the “‘liberals’’, are the children of Jefferson. Claim him as 
they will, Jefferson believed that government, idolized, would “take possession of a bound- 
less field of power, no longer susceptible of any definition’. 

As to the late Senator Taft, read his words about the Nuremburg trials: ‘“The trials 
of the vanquished by the victor cannot be impartial, no matter how it be hedged about 
with forms of justice .... About this whole judgment there is a spirit of vengeance and 
vengeance is seldom justice .... The 11 who have been committed to the gallows have 
been held guilty because they lost. Under that theory, President Roosevelt could have 
been executed had the Axis won.... The hanging of these 11 will be a blot on the Ameri- 
can record which we shall long regret.”” Which man — whether according to the history 
of liberalism or to the logic of the word — is more liberal? Mayor Clark is narrow and 
dogmatic; the late Senator is tolerant and humane and free in spirit. Which, then, is the 


true liberal? Which most truly “carries Christian principles of conduct into practical 


effect’? 


HE GREAT CONTEMPORARY Spaniard, Ortega y Gasset, defines the liberal in a way that 

reason must accept. He says that liberalism seeks to answer the question: ‘‘Re- 
gardless of who exercises the public power, what should its limits be?” His answer is: 
“Whether the public power is exercised by an autocrat or by the people, it cannot be 
absolute; the individual has rights which are over and above any interference by the 
State.’ By this definition, are the “liberals” — liberal? 

Mayor Clark asks, “Can the Liberals Rally?” I ask the deeper question: are there 
any liberals left to rally? My own belief is that if the “liberals” of Mayor Clark’s defi- 
nition are going to rally and to rule, we had better — in kindness to them and in pity 
for ourselves — first provide them with secing-eye dogs. 
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